[3] The description of the "Sierra del Rosario tectonic unit" presented in the paper is completely omitting the detailed characteristics of this orogenic belt given in some papers published between 1977 and 1999. In these papers, Saura et al. [2008] could find also information on the San Cayetano Formation outcrop in the Soroa area [see Pszczółkowski, 1994b, Figure 6, p. 78] . The remark (paragraph 16) concerning the thrust sheets "displaying slightly different stratigraphic successions" narrows the probable range of their "own field data" (see below). It was sufficient to compare the sections of the Quiñones and Sierra Chiquita tectonic units with the La Zarza unit to acknowledge substantial differences existing between the northern and southern successions of the Sierra del Rosario (published). However, at the beginning of section 3, Saura et al. (paragraph 14) inform that "the 1:100,000 geological map published by the Instituto Geológico y Paleontológico de Cuba … combined with our own field data is the main data set used for the onshore part of the section."
[4] In section 4.1. Saura et al. (paragraph 29) claim: "…from lower to middle Paleocene (DanianSelandian from 65.5 to 60 Ma), the Bahía Honda unit is thrusted on top of the nondeformed Sierra del Rosario unit …." However, during the indicated time interval (from lower to middle Paleocene) the Bahía Honda unit could not completely cover "the Sierra del Rosario unit" but rather only the southernmost tectonic unit(s) of this belt. Probably, Saura et al. refer to the Quiñones tectonic unit [Pszczółkowski, 1994b [Pszczółkowski, , 1999 . As in this case, also in other parts of the paper, descriptions and interpretations referring to the Guaniguanico megaunit geology are often vague and/or lack references to already published detailed data. In paragraph 30, there is an explanation of the next two steps of the "kinematic model" shown in their Figure 10 . According to Saura et al., "during middle and late Paleocene (Selandian-Thanetian, from 60 to 56 Ma), the Sierra del Rosario was deformed by thrusting resulting in a duplex structure below the Bahía Honda unit." Nevertheless, they do not present their own detailed data changing the previously published stratigraphy of the Paleogene formations of the Sierra del Rosario. The Ancon Formation exposed in some tectonic units of the Sierra del Rosario is middle Paleocene in age and is transitional to the younger Manacas Formation [Pszczółkowski, 1994a; Bralower and Iturralde-Vinent, 1997] ; therefore, these tectonic units hardly could be deformed by thrusting during the suggested time interval (except the latest Paleocene [Gordon et al., 1997; Bralower and Iturralde-Vinent, 1997] ). Moreover, the interpretation of the Sierra del Rosario belt as a duplex structure is not a new idea. Pszczółkowski [1994b, p. 85] say that "the Guaniguanico and Bahía Honda tectonic units may thus be interpreted as a duplex thrust system…."
[5] In section 4.2 (paragraph 36), Saura et al. concluded that "another implication of the balanced and restored cross section is the continuity between the Cretaceous North American margin observed in seismic data offshore and the rift-related sediments of the same age in Sierra del Rosario (Figure 12a ), which would correspond to the distal facies of the margin." They do not explain which Cretaceous formations are "rift-related" in the Sierra del Rosario and simultaneously "correspond to the distal facies of the margin." As a matter of fact, the continuity proved much earlier is the transition between the Sierra de los Organos and the Sierra del Rosario stratigraphic successions. This continuity which is apparent in the thrust units exposed in the Guaniguanico megaunit was, however, not mentioned by Saura et al. [2008] . They totally ignored the Los Organos isochronous stratigraphic section, which represents a distinct set of facies in the same North American continental margin [Pszczółkowski, 1999] .
[6] Also in section 4.2 (paragraph 35), there is a suggestion that "the western part of the Los Organos domain would have been mostly derived from the Yucatan margin, whereas the eastern units of the Sierra del Rosario unit would have been derived from the Florida-Bahamas margin." As the paleogeographically evidenced boundaries between the Florida-Bahamas and Yucatán margins (their Figure 12) are not clearly defined in the paper, discussion on this point is not possible. In fact, Iturralde-Vinent [1994, 1998 ], Pszczółkowski [1999] , and Pindell et al. [2006] believed that the Sierra del Rosario successions belonged to the eastern Yucatán margin within the Proto-Caribbean Sea. As concerns the Sierra del Rosario units, the above cited conclusion of Saura et al. [2008] is not supported by stratigraphy and facies development. In general, the Jurassic deposits of the southern tectonic units of the Sierra del Rosario are similar to those of the Sierra de los Organos and probably belonged to the same paleogeographic domain [Pszczółkowski, 1978 [Pszczółkowski, , 1994b . The San Cayetano Formation is the most spectacular example of the lithostratigraphic units common for both belts. In contrast, this formation is not known from the (Bahamas margin-related) Camajuaní succession nor from the more southern Placetas succession of north central Cuba. The differences existing between the Jurassic deposits of the Guaniguanico megaunit and the formations exposed in north central Cuba are well known [see, e.g., Iturralde-Vinent, 1994 , 1998 ], and I think that this is not necessary here to remind them. The Cretaceous stratigraphy is much less contrasted, even with some formations (Santa Teresa and Carmita) common for the Guaniguanico megaunit and north central Cuba.
[7] In section 4.2 (paragraph 38), Saura et al. expressed the following opinion: "If this interpretation is correct, the restored positions of these cover slices would correspond to areas located along the distal domains of the Yucatan margin." Finally, they reached similar conclusion that was proposed earlier [see Pszczółkowski, 1999, Figures 16-20] , although they seem not to discern this coincidence.
[8] In section 5 (paragraph 39), the following opinion is expressed: "The presented balanced and restored cross sections across the western Cuba fold and thrust belt illustrate with more precision the structure and tectonic evolution of both onshore and offshore tectonic units along the Soroa transect." Unfortunately, this opinion is not fully valid in respect to the Sierra del Rosario units because much more detailed published tectonic and stratigraphic data derived from earlier mapping results were omitted in the paper. The presented section through the Sierra del Rosario (Soroa transect) is highly generalized and cannot be regarded as illustrating "with more precision" the structure of this belt. One may compare Figure 3 of Saura et al. [2008] with the published cross sections [Pszczółkowski, 1977, Figure 2 , section 3-3; Pszczółkowski, 1994b, Figure 6 ]. As concerns the cross section depicted on Figure 3 of Saura et al. [2008] , only the Pinar 2 well is a new important element in the Sierra del Rosario structure (although known for 14 years, at least). The relation between the offshore tectonic units and the Sierra de los Organos thrust sheets was not addressed in the paper.
[9] Saura et al.'s conclusion concerning the Paleocene tectonic events and their "age constraints" are, in fact, almost unsupported by new stratigraphic results. They have only mentioned the DanianSelandian (Nannozone NP4/CP3) age of the lower part of the Manacas Formation in the Soroa transect, but this general information lacks important details (outcrop location, which member of the formation, nannofossils identified, the author identification). They, however, are not referring to existing stratigraphic data [Pszczółkowski, 1994a; Bralower and Iturralde-Vinent, 1997] . This is probably one of the weakest points of the paper by Saura et al.
[10] The next conclusion concerns "the basement thrust sheets," which "were emplaced during the early middle Eocene." In the paper, the presence of these basement thrust sheets in the subsurface of the Sierra del Rosario was not supported by any data. From the tectonic map [Puscharovskiy et al., 1989] and detailed tectonic scheme of the Guaniguanico megaunit [Pszczółkowski, 1999, Figure 2 ] the maximum uplift in the southwestern part of this structure may be inferred. Thus, the suggested basement thrust sheets should be emplaced mainly below the Sierra de los Organos tectonic units. However, their presence was not detected by the Pinar 1 well [López-Rivera et al., 1987] .
[11] The conclusion (paragraph 44) concerning "a more allochthonous interpretation," which consists of "replacing the intermediate relatively thick North American imbricate system, beneath the Bahía Honda unit, with thinner successions (alike the Sierra del Rosario ones)" is, of course, reasonable. Indeed, there are only three "thick" imbricate units shown in the subsurface below the Sierra del Rosario units (of the Soroa transect) and the Bahía Honda overthrust in their Figure 9 . However, west and southwest of the Cajálbana massif there are eight (at least) tectonic units belonging to the Southern Rosario and Sierra de los Organos belts [Piotrowska, 1978; Pszczółkowski, 1994b Pszczółkowski, . 1999 . These tectonic units may or may not continue below the Bahía Honda basal overthrust, but it is highly probable that such type of thrust sheets does occur in the subsurface forming the upper part of the "North American Margin imbricates" shown in their Figure 9 . Also, Saura et al. have not taken into account the Guajaibón-Sierra Azul tectonic unit occurring east of the Cajálbana massif but absent in the Soroa transect. There is certainly a gap between the Guajaibón-Sierra Azul and the Quiñones tectonic units. A marked difference in lithostratigraphic successions of the Quiñones and Sierra Chiquita tectonic units [Pszczółkowski, 1994b [Pszczółkowski, , 1999 suggests a gap between both thrust sheets. The earlier palinspastic reconstruction [Pszczółkowski, 1999, Figure 13 ] of the Guaniguanico megaunit gave the following result estimated from the geological map and cross sections: (1) maximum width of this megaunit is 47 km; (2) restored tectonic units of the Sierra de los Organos belt (7 units exposed in the western part of the Guaniguanico Mts), 70 km; (3) restored tectonic units of the Sierra del Rosario belt (10 units), 80 km; and (4) the net (minimum) shortening of the Guaniguanico megaunit, 103 km (70 + 80 − 47 = 103 km). Therefore, the total shortening calculated by Saura et al. [2008] along the Soroa transect may be present in the Guaniguanico megaunit alone if the subsurface units reported from the Pinar 1 deep well [López-Rivera et al., 1987] are also taken into account. In my opinion, the value of about 23 km for the restored Sierra del Rosario thrust sheets [Saura et al., 2008] may be too conservative, even for the excesively generalized (although balanced) Soroa cross section shown on their Figure 3 .
[12] The proposed tectonic restoration may imply some paleogeographic consequences if the rotational model of the emplacement of the Sierra del Rosario units [Saura et al., 2008] will be confirmed. In that case, the paleocurrent directions measured in the San Cayetano and Polier formations may need a clockwise rotation probably changing the paleoposition of the source rock suites.
